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 Importance of Supervisory Practices Used in Non-formal Agricultural Education

Introduction/Need for Research
Since the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, an increased emphasis has been placed upon student achievement with increased accountability on the classroom teacher (Salinas and Kritsonis, 2006) as well as on educational administrators (Danielson and McGreal, 2000). Improving teacher quality is believed to positively impact educational achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Wright, Horn, and Sanders (1997) found that teacher effectiveness was the most important factor in student academic gain. Sanders and Rivers (1996) recommended that educational administrators utilize formative instructional supervision to assist teachers in increasing student achievement. 

Agricultural education programs utilize a whole person approach to education (National Council for Agricultural Education, 2000). These programs include the formal classroom and laboratory component, as well as the non-formal components of experiential learning—Supervised Agricultural Experience (SAE) and leadership and personal development—FFA (Phipps, et al., 2008). When considering perceptions regarding instructional supervision practices agricultural education teachers deem important in the non-formal components of the program, no known studies have been identified. Zepeda and Ponticell (1998) espoused, “Far more research is needed from many contexts examining teachers’ perceptions on supervision” (p. 71). The purpose of this study was to identify agricultural education teachers’ perceptions regarding the importance of instructional supervisory practices implemented in the non-formal components of the agricultural education program. 

Theoretical Framework
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]	The theoretical framework underlying this study originated from Ferguson and Bargh’s (2004) work regarding how social perception can automatically influence behavior. According to Ferguson and Bargh (2004), social knowledge, activated through perception, can shape and guide complex human behaviors automatically without one’s knowledge of how or why these behaviors are taking place. Agricultural education teachers’ perceptions of supervision may impact the manner in which they approach their instructional practice. 

Methodology
	This cross-sectional survey design was implemented through email. Items were developed from a thorough review of the literature regarding teacher perceptions of instructional supervision (Blase & Blase, 2004; Pajak, 1989; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). A five-point Likert-type importance scale was used to determine respondents’ perceptions regarding each of 28 instructional supervision practices used in the non-formal components of the agricultural education. United States agriculture education teachers identified on available, electronic state directories made up the population. A disproportional stratified random sampling technique (Ary, Jacobs, and Sorenson, 2010) was used. A total of 293 agricultural education teachers from 17 states responded to the questionnaire for a 44.13 percent response rate. Fifty-nine respondents provided incomplete data and were removed leaving 234 usable responses. Appropriate follow-up procedures were used.
 	 
Results/Findings
	The average respondent was male (70.6%), 40.62 years old, held a Bachelor’s degree (58.4%), and had 14.86 years of teaching experience. Table 1 provides the frequencies, percentages, mean scores and standard deviations for the most highly rated statements by the teachers regarding the importance of instructional supervision practices used in the non-formal components of the agricultural education program.

	Table 1
Frequencies, Percentages, and Mean Ratings of Perceptions of Agricultural Education Teachers Regarding the Importance of Selected Instructional Supervision Behaviors in Non-formal Educational Settings1
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	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: OLE_LINK5]My Supervisor…
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	N
	Mean
	SD

	
understands my role as a teacher in non-formal settings

	5
	16
	38
	107
	68
	234
	3.93
	.958

	
	2.1
	6.8
	16.0
	16.0
	28.7
	
	
	

	supports and facilitates my work in non-formal settings 

	9
	24
	41
	103
	57
	234
	3.75
	1.057

	
	3.8
	10.1
	17.3
	43.5
	24.1

	
	
	

	provides me with resources and time to improve my educational practice in non-formal settings 

	8
	20
	49
	106
	50
	233
	3.73
	1.004

	
	3.4
	8.4
	20.7
	44.7
	21.2
	
	
	

	instills confidence in me about the work I do in non-formal settings 

	12
	22
	60
	91
	49
	234
	3.61
	1.076

	
	5.1
	9.3
	25.3
	38.4
	20.7
	
	
	

	observes me in a variety of educational settings

	7
	27
	61
	100
	39
	234
	3.59
	.995

	
	3.0
	11.4
	25.7
	42.2
	16.5

	
	
	


1The instructional supervision behavior statements were rated on a Likert-type scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = Not important; 2 = Somewhat important; 3 = Moderately important; 4 = Very important; 5 = Extremely important.

Conclusions
	Respondents believed that their instructional supervisors should support their work in a variety of educational settings (Ovando, 2001). They support Pajak’s (1989) assertion that successful supervisors should empathetically understand the teacher and his or her work within non-formal settings. They also prefer instructional supervisory practices that are supportive (Zepeda and Ponticell, 1998); provide resources and time for improvement (Blase and Blase, 2004); and instill confidence (Ovando, 2001). Since perceived beliefs regarding instructional supervision can impact instructional practice (Ferguson and Bargh, 2004), agricultural education teachers should engage in a holistic approach to supervision that takes into consideration the formal and non-formal aspects of their professional practice.   

Implications/Recommendations
	Instructional supervision is a complex activity that should transcend the traditional classroom setting; therefore agricultural education instructors should invite their high school principals to supervise them in all aspects of their teaching. Additional research is needed (Zepeda and Ponticell, 1998) regarding how frequently specific instructional supervisory practices are experienced in the non-formal components of the agricultural education program. By further exploring instructional supervision, a list of appropriate supervisory strategies can be developed to positively impact student achievement through instructional supervision in agricultural education.
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